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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of the Claims 
Claims 29-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 1-3, 5-7, 9, 14-16, 28-20, 22, 23, 29-31, 33-35 and 37 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Bressoud et al. 

Claims 1-6, 9, 14-19, 22, 23, 29-34 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Casella et al. 
Claims 8 and 21 are objected to. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 
35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 29-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. A computer is a machine, but a machine is not 
necessarily a computer. Programs of instructions must have a functional 
interrelationship defined with a computer to be considered statutory. See MPEP 2106. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to th date of application for patent in the United 
States. 
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(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an 
application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, 
except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for 
purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application 
designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-3, 5-7, 9, 14-16, 28-20, 22, 23, 29-31, 33-35 and 37 are rejected under 

35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Bressoud et al. 
Regarding claim 1: 

Bressoud teaches controlling an event around system processing thereof in the 
Abstract lines 6-10 and col. 2 lines 51-54. 

Bressoud teaches wherein the controlling comprises facilitating intercepting of 
the event by a test tool after processing thereof by the system and before return to an 
internal system invoker of the system event processing, the invoker being other than the 
test tool in the Abstract lines 6-10 and col. 2 lines 51-54. The replica supervisor of 
Bressoud is equivalent to a test tool as claimed by applicant because the replica 
supervisor performs all functions of the test tool as claimed. Further, the replica 
supervisor does not invoke the system event, it merely intercepts and controls it. 

Regarding claim 2: 

Bressoud teaches wherein the controlling further comprises facilitating 
intercepting of the event by the test tool both before and after processing thereof by the 
system in the Abstract lines 6-10 and col. 2 lines 51-54. The replica supervisor 
intercepts both the calls to the operating system to process the event and the results 
that are being returned after the event is processed. 
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Regarding claim 3: 

Bressoud teaches wherein the event comprises an intercepted event within the 
system in the Abstract lines 6-10 and col. 2 lines 51-54. The event is intercepted and is 
therefore an intercepted event. 

Regarding claim 5: 

Bressoud teaches wherein the intercepting by the test tool facilitates validation of 
system processing of the event in col. 2 lines 44-47 and col. 3 lines 20-29. 
Regarding claim 6: 

Bressoud teaches wherein the event comprises a system managed event in col. 
3 lines 20-29. The event is being managed by the system and therefore meets the 
broadest reasonable interpretation of applicant's claimed system managed event. 

Regarding claim 7: 

Bressoud teaches wherein the controlling further comprises allowing an 
indication prior to system processing of the event whether control is to pass to the test 
tool after processing thereof in col. 3 lines 20-29. This function is inherent to the 
teachings of Bressoud. Control is returned to the replica supervisor after processing of 
the event and therefore allowing an indication that control is to return to the replica 
supervisor is necessarily present. 

Regarding claim 9: 

Bressoud teaches wherein the event is an internal system event having no 
external system call in col. 3 lines 20-29. The call to the operating system is not an 
external system call. 
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Regarding claim 14: 

The claim is rejected as the means for performing the method of claim 1 . 
Regarding claim 15: 

The claim is rejected as the means for performing the method of claim 2. 
Regarding claim 16: 

The claim is rejected as the means for performing the method of claim 3. 
Regarding claim 18: 

The claim is rejected as the means for performing the method of claim 5. 
Regarding claim 19: 

The claim is rejected as the means for performing the method of claim 6. 
Regarding claim 20: 

The claim is rejected as the means for performing the method of claim 7. 
Regarding claim 22: 

The claim is rejected as the means for performing the method of claim 9. 
Regarding claim 23: 

The claim is rejected as the computing unit performing the method of claim 1 . 
Regarding claim 29: 

The claim is rejected as the program product containing instructions causing the 
method of claim 1 to be performed. 
Regarding claim 30: 

The claim is rejected as the program product containing instructions causing the 
method of claim 2 to be performed. 
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Regarding claim 31 : 

The claim is rejected as the program product containing instructions causing the 
method of claim 3 to be performed. 
Regarding claim 33: 

The claim is rejected as the program product containing instructions causing the 
method of claim 5 to be performed. 
Regarding claim 34: 

The claim is rejected as the program product containing instructions causing the 
method of claim 6 to be performed. 
Regarding claim 35: 

The claim is rejected as the program product containing instructions causing the 
method of claim 7 to be performed. 
Regarding claim 37: 

The claim is rejected as the program product containing instructions causing the 
method of claim 9 to be performed. 

Claims 1-6, 9, 14-19, 22, 23, 29-34 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Casella et al. 

Regarding claim 1 : 

Casella teaches controlling an event around system processing thereof in the 
Abstract lines 3-5. 

Casella teaches wherein the controlling comprises facilitating intercepting of the 
event by a test tool after processing thereof by the system and before return to an 
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internal system invoker of the system event processing, the invoker being other than the 
test tool in the Abstract lines 3-5 and col. 2 lines 34-37. Capturing a response is 
capturing the event after is has been processed. The client and server are both 
contained with one system and therefore it is an internal system event that was invoked 
by the client and not by the test tool. 
Regarding claim 2: 

Casella teaches wherein the controlling further comprises facilitating intercepting 
of the event by the test tool both before and after processing thereof by the system in 
the Abstract lines 3-5. The test tool intercepts both requests and responses, which 
occur before and after event processing. 

Regarding claim 3: 

Casella teaches wherein the event comprises an intercepted event within the 
system in the Abstract lines 3-5. The event is intercepted and is therefore an 
intercepted event. 

Regarding claim 4: 

Casella teaches wherein the intercepting of the intercepted event by the test tool 
facilitates testing thereof in the Title and the Abstract lines 3-5. The intercepting entity is 
a testing and debugging tool and therefore clearly any action by the tool facilitates 
testing. 

Regarding claim 5: 
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Casella teaches wherein the intercepting by the test tool facilitates validation of 
system processing of the event in the Abstract lines 3-5. Anything the testing and 
debugging tool intercepts would facilitate validation of system processing of the event. 

Regarding claim 6: 

Casella teaches wherein the event comprises a system managed event in col. 2 
lines 34-37. The event is being managed by the system and therefore meets the 
broadest reasonable interpretation of applicant's claimed system managed event. 

Regarding claim 9: 

Casella teaches wherein the event is an internal system event having no external 
system call in col. 2 lines 34-37. The event takes place entirely within the system and 
therefore has no external call. 

Regarding claim 14: 

The claim is rejected as the means for performing the method of claim 1 . 
Regarding claim 15: 

The claim is rejected as the means for performing the method of claim 2. 
Regarding claim 16: 

The claim is rejected as the means for performing the method of claim 3. 
Regarding claim 18: 

The claim is rejected as the means for performing the method of claim 5. 
Regarding claim 19: 

The claim is rejected as the means for performing the method of claim 6. 
Regarding claim 22: 
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The claim is rejected as the means for performing the method of claim 9. 
Regarding claim 23: 

The claim is rejected as the computing unit performing the method of claim 1 . 
Regarding claim 29: 

The claim is rejected as the program product containing instructions causing the 
method of claim 1 to be performed. 
Regarding claim 30: 

The claim is rejected as the program product containing instructions causing the 
method of claim 2 to be performed. 
Regarding claim 31: 

The claim is rejected as the program product containing instructions causing the 
method of claim 3 to be performed. 
Regarding claim 33: 

The claim is rejected as the program product containing instructions causing the 
method of claim 5 to be performed. 
Regarding claim 34: 

The claim is rejected as the program product containing instructions causing the 
method of claim 6 to be performed. 
Regarding claim 37: 

The claim is rejected as the program product containing instructions causing the 
method of claim 9 to be performed. 

Allowable Subject Matt r 
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Claims 8 and 21 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: Prior art was not found that explicitly teaches or fairly suggests wherein the 
allowing the indication comprises setting a bit in a parameter list of the event indicating 
that control is to pass to the test tool after processing of the event by the system as 
outlined in claims 8 and 21 . This limitation is considered allowable when the claims are 
read as a whole, including the base claims and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The prior art not relied upon contains elements of the instant 
claims and/or represents a current state of the art. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Marc M Duncan whose telephone number is 571-272- 
3646. The examiner can normally be reached on M-T and TH-F 6:00-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert Beausoliel can be reached on 571-272-3645. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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